
..
lilt of__ to be cmIidered ill this docbt; ...... Oft AupIt I, 1994 panies were to submit a
I'ICIII,iduld lilt Of__ lO die C. lilian; dIird. Oft~ IS and 16. 1994 presentations
to die Conn'.rim were sc:hIduAed to be .-Ie by me pIfties reprdins the extent that
COIIIpIIi1ion IIrIIdy exiIls in Lo"'" and current bIrriers to competition; and finally. November
14-1 8. 1994 and JIIIUU)' 12-13, 1995 were set U lhe dales for Technical Conferences

Pr.._Jions were'" Oft Sept... 15 and 16. 1994. by SCB. SCC. AT"T. MCI.
TCG. MFS, LCTA, Shreveport, Lafilyeue and Monroe CeIJuIar. and the AAUC u to the current
IWUS ofcompeIition in Lou;;.... &lid burien to c:ompetition. The Technical Conferences
oriIiIlIlly scheduled for NOYeIIIber 14-18. 1994. were rescheduled to cbmmence on November
30, 1994 and c:onclude on December 2, 1994.

The firsll'OUlldofT~ Confer__ were MId on November 30 throup December
2. 1994. Panic:iplliaI in tIlis Technical CoMer...were SCB. AT" T. Mel. Sprint. LDDS.
LCTA, RMiotbne. C...... CeIIuIIr. Mc:e.w Celular. SInYepon Cellular. MOIVoe Cellular.
I.a&,Iae Cellular. seC. R.-w TeIIphoae, .. EATEL. All panic:ipates were invited to
......-.., on me fOIowing issueI in order to lid dieC~ in forndating appropriate
f1IIPIIMions for compeIition in die local telecc-'.'UIicMioas market.

1. To whit __ is c.....ian in the local ........ and/or inter-exc:hanp
telec:onlnatllialiollllMriult ill lAM'" in the Public: ia«est?

What ..... should be campelitiw?
Wt. -.ad QOIIIIrj't'ition belrin? Should CCJIDPIIlition COIIIII-.ce all at once or be phued

"'Im.
w-. should CC1111p IIIiIion bIIin? Should it be -.wide or thraup pilot propams
What Ire me beadu ofc:ompIIiIion'I
What are pouibIe~ ofCOIIIpIlIilian'I
What is the likely fitture level ofCOIIIpelilion?
What restraints. ifand would be appropriate on "skiJnming""

2. How will conaaner/rate payers be protected?
In repI'd to dispute resolution
In repI'd to me disc:riminlltion?
In reprd to access to services inc:ludilts.-w 0ft'erinBs?
In reprd to me shock?
In repI'd 10 inferior Ieivice?
In reprd to privacy and use of customer information?

3. How will Local OpIa(al] Service be accommodlled in a CCIIIIP'tilive .we--t?
Would..-ants be required to ofI'er local caIIinB areas idealicaJ to dIo. ofI'ered by LEC's?
Should Local Option[all .mce be permitted on other lerms and conditions?
Should LEC's be required to comply with an imputation standard for LOS calls in the 22
40 mile range?

4. What tarifti and~~ should be estabIiIhecf?
What carriers should be NquiNcl to file tarift's?
For which service should tarifti be required?
What would a Iarift' filial c:onsiIt of'
Would it be appropIiate for the Ca.niaioa to require new local entrants ...with
i~ to provick periodical repor1S for the Coani••iaa to aDIIyze
~ lhe IfOWlh ofcompeIiIion? If10. what reportS? How often?
Should the inc:wDbenI LEC's haw the ..... tariff'...~su CAPS?
To what extent should QURIlt LEC tariff' and nponiIlsr~be altered?
How are prices to be _1IIIIiDId? Price ClIpS, price floors and/or c:eiIinp. me of return,

other msdIods, he 1IIMket?
What other~ repons ..... be required?
Should rtlCfUir-...with the powth ofCOIIIpeIilion and • whit point would

change be lpPI'CIPriate?
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Should tenniMtion cbIqes be prohibited for c:uaomen who cbanJe tarriers~

Exceptions?

5. What eauy IIId .we ItIftdIrds should be elllblilhed"
WbIlIhouId be the criteria for adrniuion of new emrants~

Whal Mould be the RIIIdatds ofservice to be required ofnew entrants~

What features., u:h u for example directory tiRing. access to 911. operator assistance.
etc. should be required"

Who has the obIiption to serve?

6 How win the prICtic:Uties ofNelworkiltB and h.erconnection be accomplished"
How wilt cmiers complete c:aIIa IICI'OII~ netWOrks"
SIaouId the Coaniuion AIlIUire the iaarCOI.1eCIion ofIII nerworks?
WiIat pIlyIiQI c:onaec:tian ",,,_1IN aYIiIIbIe, desinIbIe?
WiIat criteria IIId II""CI.-litm for KCIII be eIIIbIishecr.
Should CAPS bave _ to LEC cia ? If10. UDder what tmns and conditions?
Should III cmiers be bIrNd &om de"la,'" -DIIIfIIIibIe l)'Items?
How wiD iIII-.ction ofwiNleu..w. be pill ofthe overd c:onsideration?
To what ext_ shou1d bypass ofexiRillI ticiIities IIId the duplication of facilities be

COIlIidered?

The ..... rOU8d ofT Ca heId on JIIIIII')' 12 and 13. 1995. The
foIowinI pIfties pIfticipItIIlIiD dIiI r eo.a..ce: sea. AT.tr. Mel, Sprint. LDOS.
LeTA. , C....CIIIuIIr, McCaw CeIIuIIr,~ Cellular. Monroe ceUWar.
""""e C SCC, ae.ve Telephone" EATEL. DiIc:uuion oftbe followilw issues was
enc:ourapd ofall pIJ'licipua at the Technical Caaference:

1. How will UniYerIaJ Service be provided?'
Which .w:a provide die IUbIidy? Qualify the IIDOUIIt ofthe subsidy that is aec:euary

to support univerIal .mce.
Which universal .-vice components, ifaft)', are now provided under COlt. and by how

much?
How would univenaI servic:e be preurved in a c:ompeIitive market?
Who has an obIiption to provide univenaI servic:e?
AI what poiln would rapooasibiJity shift to lltemate provider"
Who should be required to pay for univerullel'Vice?
Is a universal fund feuibIe?
How would a univenal fund be let up and Idmiaisterecf?
What alternatives are .-e?
How is the COlt ofuniversal MrVice to be detenninecf? LRJCfI'SLRJC coR studies?

2 How wiD carrier ona.. resort and life-line service be provided?
Is there a continuinB need for carrier ofJut resort?
What criteria would be UIed to determine carrier of last resort?
What would be nec:eswy in order to c:ontiIue low coR Iiie-line MrVices to aU CUIIonwr in

need of the savice?

3. Is IUIlber partibility technicllly .. econamicaIIy feuibIe?
What alternatives are there to number portability?

BecauM dilCUllion ofall of the nmainiaB __ c:auId DOt ........ed at the J-.ry
TecIIaical Conference, a final round ofTecbnic:aI Conferaces was scheduled for F*uary 16 and

4LPSC Docket U-2OII3 (SuWocket A • 1.JIIIiwr.-I Senice) was ordered CJI*I "r the
COIIBiItion at its Ocaober 12. 1994 Open SeuiOII to .-=ific:8I1y ...... the issue ofu.n..t
Service A tarq was held on I*"r 1S, 1994"""what ..w. should ...........
the ....ion ofUaMnaI Service. The Coanillion adopted defiaition ofUnivenII Service can
be found in LPSC o..aJ Order dared May 22. 1995.
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]7, 1995. Pm1icipIriIw in oCTechaicIJ Coaferences were SCB. AT&T. MCI.
Sprint, LDDS. LCTA, Radioloae. C I Cellular. McCaw CelluJar. Shreveport Cellular.
M-.CelIuIar.1..IfIlyeae Celluilr. SCC. Reserve Tliephone and Paramount Wireless
COII!II*IIS were soIiciuld nom all of the panic:ipants reprdins the following issues

1. How will pricelrate IIDODI carriers be reached')
What level oC 1bouIcl be required')
WhIt .-vice should be awiJlbie for raaIe"
How shoukl unbundled IaVic:es be priced')
How shoukl pICk... IaVic:es be priced')
What method ofprice deIermiDIlion should be employed')
How can prices be monitored for mu-s')
What protec:tion should be provided Ipinst anti-competitive behavior and discriminatory

conduc:t ad pric:iDs')

2. How will npwIed ......new~be accommodated or encouraged')
WhIt can be done to~.. Pi teeMcJIosy')
WIIIt can be done to ...,. Lre iv. • can make filii UN of the infonnation superhishway"
How will ...... •ti• .we be provided?
What ........... to be put ill place ro rural u well u urban customers are able to

take fbIIadva1ap ofllllW -w.?

AI tile candutioD oCtile TedrIticII C........ all ..... were liven until April 20. 1995
to .....wnu...,........ ,. propotld.__ Punuam to an ..,.ment
ofall of the ,.u.s. the April 20, 1995 b tile..offJI'OPC*d l'IfIUJations was
exuMtd to April 21. 1995. Sprinl. R C..... Cellular, SCC, LCTA and SCB filed
~ IIId propoIId • __. AddiIioaIIIy. a jointly submitted set of proposed resulations
was filed by ATaT. McCaw CeIIuItr. Mel and LDOS.

Whie theC~ DockeI was pralleldi. the R4u1uory Track ofDocket U-17949
(S....et E) was Iikewile proceedi. AI tile repdIIory tradt ,......eI it became evident
thal __lIeDt or con8ictina npIatory.... could be developed in the parallel dockets
Subllqutntly, in order to promote mnrillent I'fIIWItion ofthe te6ec:omnmicati industry in
LouiIiua. the Commiuion at its July ]9. 1995 Open SeIIion ordered the tranafer of the
ResWatory Track ofDocket U-]7949 (Subdoc:ket E) into the Competition Docket (U-2011).'

On September ]. ]995, aft« anaIyzins and conrideIina the written comments and
..... proposed~ ftIed by each pany, the CommiIIion Std'iuued its initial draft of
thep~&pJallOtlSfor COIIIfMI'tiOtIIll the Loc:oJ r,IeCOlfllllullictJtiOtlS Markel. Written
COIIIIIII*S and stipulations to these proposed repJations were roliated from all panies to be filed
by Sept...,. 11, 1995. which date was extended to September 12. 1995. Comments were filed
by AT&T, Shrevepon CelJuIar. Lafayette CeDuiar. Monroe CelluJar. MCI. Centennial CeJJuIar,
LCTA. LDDS, Crescent City NetWorks, Sprint and Paramount Wireless

A Stipulation Confera:e was held on September ]8 throuJh 2]. 1995. where eIdt
provirioa oftile propoeed reguIttionI was JCI'Utiaized by III panies. Thepi oftbis c.oaleI.1Ce
was to cIetermine which proviIioas of the propollld ........ons the parties ....... to and which
pI'O'Itisions there was pnuiDe cIiIalIreement. Staff'was quaaioned extensively u to the intent
behind -=h provision. the int...-iolllhip~ dHrerent provillions. and the~ of
t..u.t IIId not .,.:ific:aI1y cle6ned. Bach party was Jivea an opportunity to diSCUII the
iJIIpIct panicular provisions would have on thal party. After COIIIiderias the input ofthe pM1ies.
lIOIIII ofthe provisions were rewritten at the c:onfereIa in an etron to develop • workable _ of
repiuions. At the c:ondusion of the conference it was determined that none of the perties could
stipulate to III of the regulations as written.

'Order U-J7949 (Subdocket E) dIIed Aupst 22. J995.
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·.
In oniIrtoobbin~ iIIput tiomthe ..... on SeptanDer 27, 1995, a Second

NoIice ofA...... ofProcedural Sehld. wu iIaIed. This Procedural Scheduled provided
dial a -.d dnft of the Propo.tJ&p/llllOIISjDr C",,1II1D11 III ,.Loco!
T'..........,UtIrIt6, would be __ by the swron October 6, 1995 followed by the
plRilllIiIII wrm. llipu&erions to the,...... repIatioaJ by 12:00 noon on October 13. 1995
In IlC&lCIIdInce wiah the Proc:edurIl SeW ., IIId after CODIideriItI each party's COII'IIRIDtS from
the StipuIIIiorI CuufwiilCe, the S&d its IICOIId dnft entitled the S«ottd&wwPropoSld
~jDr C,."elilion ill u.l.octIIT.~,OIUMark~'on October 6, 1995 On
0c:t0INr 9. 1995, sea filed 0IIjecti0as To AIMadment To Procedu,...,6chedule and requested a
stay in the proe_ Ulllil its~s were consid«ed by the Coniniuion Comments
llIIdIor wra. to the s.COIfdRnu«JPropo.dRlp/QIIOIUfor C~""OII III ,he
LocGJ T_ 1IIIICGfiauMt1rII6, Mn filed in ICCIorCIaftce with the Procedural Schedule on
0ct0IIer 13, 1995 by LDDS, SCC, sea, GIDIIIl, Mel, LC1'A, ATelT .. UTEl On October
20, 1995, the stay wu ...... by A.....I'ItiWl Law Judie c.rotyD L. DeVius until the
Ccm.lillion could c:c.ider sea's oIIjIc:IDu at its ....1Ied October 24. 1995 Open Session
At the CCRI1Iispan's Open s.ron., the CO.Dillion denied SCB's objections and found that
Rule 56.. the IdjudicItiw praIYiIion ofPut XI ofthe Rules ofPractice and Procedure are
iltlpplic:lble to ruIetnIIciaI pro ceediap.·

~II' "'Y, on 0c:t0INr 24, 1995, a proc:eduraIlChedule was issued by the
CClllut 'niDa, throuIh its s.cr.tIry, c:oI1It.-st and reply comment periods to ensure
tillt ... pIRiII were IJiven ample opponunity to comment on the proposed regulations' The
foIIowina clites were set:

S&dl· ofthe TIird~~ October 26, 1995
C Due[bythe..,.). November 15,1995
Reply Comments Due [by the panies). November 27, 1995

Aft«~ tKb pII'ty's filed conunents to the S«ondRlwSld PrOfJOMd""'ioIIsfor O.,-Ii'1OI1 in ,he i.oaII T~kc""""II"iCQI'OIIS Mflrk~,. the Staff released its third
draft of the proposed ......_ entitled T1Iird RevI.wJPropoSItiRlpku'0I1ffor Compelll'OII III
• Loco! T••COINlfIIIliCQIIOlISMilT., on November I, 1995. Because of the delay in the
isaIuc:e ofthe the third revision of the proposed repUItions and in order to give all panies ample
time to file c:onunents. the COIIIIIIIIlI periods established pursuant to the procedural schedule
issued on OCtober 24, 1995. were revised to.

Comments Due (by the panies). November 21. 1995
Reply Comments Due [by the parries). December I, 1995

On Nowmber 21. 1995. comments were officillly filed by SCB, BSM, Paramount
W....... LCTA, TSA, AT&T. Global. Sprint, C Cellullr, Radiofone. McCaw Cellular.
MO, UTEL, LDDS, SCC. BRI. K.pIan Telephone COIIIpIIII)', Reserve Telephone, Liskow &
Lewis.. PoIaIethWlite" Nenerville. Due to the~.. Holidays. the Iarp nwnber of
pIIlies fiIina comments and to eRIUI'e all panies bad adequate time to file comments, the deIdIine
for ma. reply comments wu extended to December B, 1995. Reply comments were filed by
ATel T. MCl, SCB, SCC. ACSI. Global, Sprint and EATEL.

After COIIIidention ofall commenu and reply~ filed by the parties, stafF isaIed
Ca.wi.alon SItIff's FintI/ PrtJtKUed RttgulDllOllSfor C",."ehliOl' in. Loco!
T~"CDII.JII1fICGI'OIJS Mar.' on January 1B, 1996 A Public: Hearing on the C....wiOn SItIJI's

torder U-2OII3, l.ouiMa Public: Service ComniIsion, ex pane. ht n: 7JwIMw'"
ofRIMs -.}Rlp/tlliOIJS AppIIt:tJIW 10 • E1ttry-.}OperGIiolrs of. -.}. Prrwiding of
~ by. CoatpeliliW tIItdA....... Ac:'C.Y,u PnwitiBs ill ,. I.tJCIII. I""".". tllldtorInterne...,.,T.~""', in u.isilJlftl, dated October 27, 1995.

'On~ 17, 1995. SCB filed 1ft Objection to October 24, 1995~ Procedural
ScWuIc This objection wu later withdrawn by SCB
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F_Pr.,wdRIp'.llfUpC,....,.. in IIwl.«:tlJ T.k~1OI1SMaritli was held
OIl F*'-ry 13. 1996 bIfareC~PioPm BrupbIcher. Dixon. Siniaand SchweplllUllO give
... JlIII'IY • GIIPOftUIIitY to ..-c onI OIl how the propoIId reaulatiOlls should be
....... At die CO"Ch,ejop of_ III pII1ia and the ...-u public were invited 10 file
PfOtIIII d ••1'..... to the~ by 4:30 p.m. OIl February 26.1996 in order 10
be CGIIidnd prior 10 die ,......s·ldopIion. PropoIlCl amendmems were received from
ACSI. 85M. BRI. LDDS. Cox C.......iors.T~ion MlMlemeRt Association.
LCTA. MCI. McCaw, AT" T. RIdiofoaeand Centennial Cellular

In IIddiIioa to the,... .......... ofpropolld 1IMIIdment. II) COIMI'SSIOI' SU:(f's
F,. Prr1poMJ~p C..,.lilioll in tlwl.DcGl T.~e:tllIOI,.f Mtritl.
C(AE . •... Sc:hwIP "I, Dixon..an ~ propaeed aJIICftdnIenu
CM '. '011 an........', propoIId albalilted in 1M form ofc:ompAeIe
..........1II1ioN bIIId OIl the e.g lIi__ SIttI'$ FiRIIJ Propo.ta/lWpialiOllSjor
COfff1IIIIiIicJll in 1Iwl.DcGlT.~ MtrieL Ta-1UbIcituIe propoled replalions
.......... Id 1eWAl ••111 _. diNc:dy ,.,h~ .......... 1JIIOIiations with BellSouth
T_I IDe. r....two"'" Cal inion proe";np. Doc:Icet U-17949
(SuWock. E - F TI'ICI) ..U-I7949 (SuWockIt A- JleeaIi--.)C~
Sc:hw'.~ ..Dixon'" , d ••' .....I.nd ipICific: provisions..-ences aadlor words of
tile Cs a istiGn SItI/J's FiItIII Prr1poMJ.".,.,.P C,..elilion ii, lite Locol
T.kcD' glllliQlllions~IandpropoIICI .,.e:iic c:bInIes thereto.

In.~ to avoid CGldiglion, Cc ·rl·D118rupb1cher·. subltitute regulations were

d••,· eel the s.-.... ht1po.IedRIp""'"Jot' C..,.liliol' in IIwl..oc:Gl
T.*o g 1lllie:tlli0llS Mt1trltJ6I, and..willi C..1Iion Sc:hwepuum and Dixon's
.......... were &led iDlo die record OIl February 27. 1996 and made available to all JlIft* on
February 28, 1996.

At the Coaniuion's March 5, 1996 Open Seuion. the firat two items on the epnda
were·

"Ex. la_ U-I7949 (Snbdocket-A) (1""-,, Ad.;u-) - 8tlUSouth
TeIecoIIIInunie:ation, inc.• dI1:lIb South Celllnl BeD Teiephone Company vs
LouisilDl Public Service Commission, 19th Judicial District Coun,
Docltet No 411205-1

U-17949 (Subdoc:ket - E) - In re: Development ofRepiatory Plan for
South Centnl Bell. indudi.. AIMumant ofAlternative Forms of
Replation. Depreciation Methods and Expensing, COSI ofCapital. Capital
Structure, and Other Related Matters.

Re: DiIcuuion ofStipuIationIPOIIibIe SenJement by Staff'Attorney Gayle
Kellner Possible Executive Session Pursuant to LA. R.S. 42:6. J(A)(2)

U-20183 - LouiIiua Public Service Conniuion, ex pane. In re: The
~ of rules aDd replations tppIicable to tile entry IIId .,...atioaI
of, and die prOYidiaa of..w:es by, c:ompetitive and eJtemate ICCIII

providers in the local intrastate and/or interexc:banpt~iOIlI
IDIfket in Louisiana.

Re: Contideration ofPropoeed Rule IIId~ thereto."

The C_i:reion first caasidered Ex. 1...... Dove. On the motion ofCOd. i .....
aru,~.I..r....... by CClIIDIIIiIlioMr Owen with COIIlIIIiuioam Sq and Dixon~
..CI.e' .1M. ScIMrp w .... the ea.-;.Iion WIld to 10 into Executive SIIIiaa to
~ S• ......., by BellSouthT~ions, Inc. and tbe pOIIibIe..1__
ofdlellN'lo'e i _ Upon the CO"Chg_ ofthe Exec:utWe SeeIion ..*-. I . I
ofdle 0pIa SeIIion. Oil mobon ofC~BrupblIcher,leCOftded by COIIII ir.DMr Sitti&

6



with C.. 'riUMrl Owen lad Dixon ClGIICUft'iIII.IIId COIIlIIIiuioner SchwepIann abient. the
COIlIIIi.lIion WIed to acc:epr die propaIId SIiP' ion and SeItIcrMat Alfeement with 8elISouth
TeIec:onmJunicIIIDC. I The SIipuIIbon forth die following provisions, among others

"I. E&caive April 1. 1996. BST will be fllUllted pursuant to the tenns of the
CODUI*' Price ProtecIion Plan (Price Plan) set forth in Section 701 of the
SrI."... PrtJpo.d lW.pJtIt'OIlSfor C",,"'iOl' 111 ,.·Local
Te~CDliOllSMiIrlIe, r"SWm""N ReguJo"OIIS ") filed in Docket V-20183
February 27, 1996. as adopted by die Commiuion at itsMarch 5, 1996 Business
lad ExecuUve Seuion, and auached"0as Exhibit 1.

2 av. die iaitiaI tine (3) dill BST is ....deted punuam to the Price Plan. BST
.... reduce iu rIleS in die QftMtive amount of...-y million dollars
(570.000,000) with the lint reduction occurriaa in April, 1996 in settJement of
Docket U-I7949 .(Subdocket E). AdcIitioaally. BST IhaI1 make a one time nine
miIion dollar ($9.000.000) credit to BST ....epayers in April, 1996 in settlement
ofDocket V-I7949 (Subdocket A - Re.lPteerins)·"

The ea.....Ii1lC' COIIIidInd Ex. lb. Ak due c:onIideration ofthe exteIIIive record
built in dlis proCII";. iacIl but not limited to. die commellts filed by all ofdie parties. the
........ pr..-ioDs made by the to the C08RiIIioners and 511ft: and the lmelldments
propoIId by die pII'Iies IIId die CWII 'II' IIId Utbennore. aivilw.. consideration to the
Slip"'" and Sena- Aar- in Doc:bts U-17949 (Subdoc:ket E) and V-I7949
(Subdocket A- Rt. " nrilw) IJId die T_fIiPWnW:aIions Act of 1996,' and in order to
.-.a-e the poIic:iIIlIt forda indie,..... ofdle SNbstiltl,. PrtJtIo-J IWpltJltiOlufor
CtJI¥fIIiIItJIf III. Lot:tM T.IrcDIIIIIMiCQliGfU MtIrIt61. 011 the motion ofCommiuioaer
Bru".cher.1ICOIIded by CcA, '1liDMr SiniJ, with CoaaisIionen Owen and Dixon c:onc:urrina.
and C....illioner Sc:hwepIIIIIIl .... die CommiaIioII voted to Idopt Commiuioner
8rupbIcher's propoIed SIIbstiltl,. Prr1poIJ«J IWpJaliOIUfor Cc.pe,il_ ilI,he Local
T,,~iOIIs /t.ItriII fiJecI into the record on Febnlary 27. 1996 which included Staff'
amendments and several unendments propo* by the Conunissioners

IT IS THEREFORE ORDEllED THAT:

I. The SIIbstiltl,. Prt1pt»«I IWpimiOllSfor C""",'i'iOll in the Local
Telec""""';CtlliOIIS /t.ItriII attaebed hereto and mIde a pan hereof, are hereby ldopIed

2. The SIIbst'tute Profx-d IWplmions.for C""".,itiOl, in the Local
T.i«ortrIIrnmletlliofu Markel shall be redeti....ed and known tiom this time forward as the
IWplatlOllS for C~/itio"in I. Local Teleco",,,nmiCtllions Markel.

3. All provisions ofthe Repkl,iOllSfor Competition IIII. Local TeleCOlfllllfl";CDlIQIIS
MarUI are hereby ordered by the Commission

'See Orders U-I7949-11. cIaIed March IS. 1996 (Docket U-I7949 (Subdoc:ket E):lClt._ Public: s.w:e Commiuion, ex pItte. In N:~ ..of,.,krIDtry,..,p StM#I
CnrI18/ Bell. inchldirtg_~ofIIbmItIIiwJor-s of,.,,1oIkIn:..lciGtiGlf ..

.....: CMI of.1II1 J'IrIICfIIrI: llIfdatlllr,../tIIed~ and U-I7949-UU M...ch
15, 1996 (Docket U-I7949 (SuWoc:kIt A) Loa.... PuWic Service Col_lillian, ex p8ftC,ln,..:
1".,..,._ofdie R.t-...... RIlle SInIt:tIn. C....s. s.rwc..s. RIIIt6 of.....
IlIfd C.",,1iCIItJft p, ofs-tlt C.""."'I T•.,...CClIIIpI'OI in its~ I,., •••
0,.--..."".,..1..IwlofAccasa-ru- till-.n,.....IO,...S_
s.rw:u,..",.,.by dieC~ -&'4'''''''.A",--IIIWSIiftJIIItJI'·)

'T...._1IIications AA:t of 1996. Pub. L. No. 104-104. 110 Slat. 56 (1996), .....
the CCJIIBIUIIic:atj Act of 1934,47 U.S.C lSI .,MI.. and 18 U.S.C 1462
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4. AI..-1Ubject 10 tile ...,..... oftllia Order lad die R.frIdmIOiISfor COIIIf'ltllllOiI
ill ,. LtJt:;M T,__1lRICGIiMrMIriII ... lib IIIIC1ioas rtqUired by this Order and the

~.forCOIIIP'III1Of1 In • LoclIl T'Mt:OIIIIRIIIIIctIIIOfIS Mtri~1

S. Tilis order ..., be eIiecti¥e immediately.

IT IS SO 0RDEItED.

BY OIU)D OF THE COMMISSION
BATON ROUO£, LOUISIANA

March IS, 1996

Absent
JOHN F. SCHWEGMANN. CHAIRMAN
DISTRICT )

lsI IRMA MUSE DIXON
IIlMA MUSE DIXON. VlCE-CHAJUMAN
DISTaICTffi

lsI DALE SITTIG
C. DALE slTrIa. COMMISSIONER.
DISTRICT IV

lsI DON OWEN
DON OWEN. COMMISSIONER.
DISTRICT V

1.1 lOSS P. IRUPBACHiB
IlOSS BIUJPBACHB, COMMISSIONER.
DISTRlCTII

8
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Keatudty

Kyle Willard
AmY E. Dougherty

71

502-564-3940
502-564-3940

The KentUCky P5C bas not yet fOl'lllllIy addressed interconDection issues. However, we have a pending
administrative hearin& on all issues reIatiDI to local COiDpedtiOll beIimJing March 2S, 1996. Each of the
items in the survey will be adc:trased in these hearinp.

LouJsIen.*

Gayle Kellner
Lawrence 51. Blanc

504-342-9888/fx4087[1eplOadvtel.Det]
504-342-1379/fx4087

• See Volume IV for the Text of Orders referenced in this response.

Louisiana has addressed many of the questioDs uked in the 1UI'Ye)'. However, due to some conflicts, they
were unable to respond to the questions directly. Copies of the relevIDt orders are included Volume IV.

Paul Vasington 617-727-8627fx723-8812(pvuingtODOstate.ma.us]

• See Volume IV for the Text of Orders referenced in this response.

Introduction The Massacbuseus Depanment of Public Utilities (MDPU) on its own motion opened an
investigation into intraLATA and local exchanle competition, on January 5, 1995 (docket D.P.U. 94-185).
The issues under investigation in that docket are essentially the same as those issues refeu:l)ced in Section
251 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (1996 Act). Evidentiary hearinp were complered in December
of last year, and initial briefs were filed on January 26, 1996. Upon pauase of the 1996 Act, the MDPU
suspended the briefing schedule aDd requested COIDinents on how the 1996 Act affects the completion of
D.P.U. 94-185. Those conunents are due March 14, 1996 <Be attached procedural notice).

1. Certification RequiremeDts aad Removal of Barriers to EDtry (Section 253)

The MDPU deregu1lled market emy for all common carriers, other than payphone providers, in JUDe of
1994 <- D.P.U. 93-98, attaebed). Prior to that, the MDPU required all carriers to obtain a certificate of
public convenience and necessity based on the carrier's tedmical, fiDaDcial, aDd IDIJIaICrial fitDeu. before
entering the inuaswe market. As of the date of pusaae of the 1996 Act. the MDPU no 10000er requires
payphone providers to obtain a eenifieate of public convenieDce and necessity <Is notice, attaebed). The
only remaining entry requirement is for all carriers to have an MDPU-approved tariff on file prior to
offering intrastate service. The followiDg carriers have MDPU-approved tariffs to offer competitive local
excbanae service: MClmetro, MFS Intelenet. Telepon. and Brooks Fiber. Currently. only MFS~
has tariffed rates for residential service. but Residential Communications Network (RCN) filed a tariff to
offer competitive local exchanle service to residential customers effective March 23. 1996.

The level of competition in Massachusetts for local exchanp service is unknown.
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2. bdercOllllectiOll aad CaIIoc:ation (Sec:d- 251(a)(I), (<<:)(2), .. (<<:)(6»

NYNEX has signed iDterim co-carrier qreemeurs (fCCAl) for iJaercoDDeCdOD with MPS Intelenet,
Telepon, MCImetro, and Brooks Fiber <IB, liL, MCImetro ICCA, 1UIChed). These apeements are in
effect peDding final resolution of interconnection rates, tenDs and conditions. Under the tenns of the ICCAs,
panies iDtercoDDeCt using a "meet-point" billiDIlJDDlClDlDl, with coDocadon at a NYNEX access tandem
or at any point mutually agreed to by NYNEX and the CODDecting party. NYNEX voluntarily provides
physic:a1 collocation for intrastate services in Massachusetts.

3(.). UDbuDdIed Access (SediaB 251(<<:)(3), m(d)(I»

The fCCAs provide for some level of unbuDdling in order to provide acc::ess to 911 service, directory
assistance, signalling, and operator services, for example, but the MDPU has made no findings on any of
the questions listed.

. 3(b). Priciag or UDbuDdIed Ac:ceu (Sedioas 251(<<:)(3) aad 252(d)(1»

The fCCAs include neaotilled prices for some UDbundIed netWork elemems, but the NOPU has made no
fmdings in this regard, so there is no set standard for such priciDs.

3(<<:). Rates, Terms, and COIMIUoas (Sec:ti- 251(<<:)(2)(11) ... 252(11)(1»

NYNEX has tariffed rates for physical collocation. Those rates were derived tbrouP neaotiations with
Teleport and do not reflect any specific: ratemaldng principles.

4. Rec:iproc:al CompeasatiOll (Sec:tioIIs 251(b)(5) 8Dd m(d)(2»

The fCCAs provide for rec:iproc:a1 compensation for terminating local calls at a rate of $0.015 per minute.
Again, this is an interim rate subject to a fmal decision by the NOPU. In addition, according to the terms
of the fCCAs, the final rates approved by the NOPU will be retroactive to the date of the ICCA.

S. Resale (Sectioas 251(b)(1) .. (<<:)(4) IIIId 252(d)(3»

Currently, there are only two restrictions on local exchanle resale in Massachusetts: (1) resale of flat-rate
services is currently prohibited; and (2) residential service may not be resold. Resale is an issue that is
under investigation in D.P.U. 94-185.

6. Number Portability (SectiOIl 251(b)(2) IIIId 251(e»

The MDPU has adopted no lona-term number portability solution. Call-forwarding as an interim solution is
a pan of the fCCAs. Under the terms of the fCCAs, the call-forwardiDl solution costs $4.00 per month per
business line, and $2.00 per month per residence line.

7. Dialing Parity (Section 251(b)(3»

The MDPU has made no findinp on intraLATA dialing parity. It was an issue in D.P.U. 94-185, but we
did not resolve it prior to December 19, 1995.
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8. 1JJdverIIII SInice (Sectioa 2S4)

73

There are no state rules to refocus iDtratate UDivenal service policies to redirect implicit subsidies toWards
explicit, competitively-neutral subsidies. The iuue of uaivenalservice support wu beiDa investipted in
D.P.U. 94-185. However, from 1990 to 1994, tile MDPU aipificlDdy rebalanced NYNEX's rates to make
them more reflective of costs. Also, as part of NYNEX's price cap (IppfOved lut May), the Lifeline credit
was increased to $6.00 per month.

9. Gqrapbic A"..... (SecdoD~)

Providers of intraswe exchanae service in M........ are DOt required to cbarp different rates in
different geographic areas. In fact, Musacbuletls bIB • 'bIIle, ....wide rile for local unlimited service
(1FR), and the rates for residence 10Cll unlimited ad..-red services are capped UDtiI Auaust 2001, as
pan of NYNEX's price cap. NYNEX may lower tbese rates in different geopaphic areas, but only if they
do not go below incremental cost.

Steve Molnar 4OS-767-80S41fx333-6086

• See Volume IV for the Text of Orders refereuced in this response.

1. Cerdftatioa .................... ollurten to Eatry: The Commission's certification
requirements for newly entering providers of facilities bued and resale IOCII exchange service require the
provider to file an application with suppot'tilJl fil1lDCw information with the Commission. Tariffs are filed
with the Conunission and are subject to the Commission's review. (Order No. 71155, Case No. 8584, April
25, 1994). Conunission Staff his 30 days to review applications and initial tariffs. The applications and
tariffs are accepted or rejected by the Commission at weeJcly, public administrative meetings.

There are no statutory or regulatory bamers to entry in Maryland.

MFS-I, MCI Metro and TCG are authorized facilities-bued caniers of 10Cll exchaDge service. MFS-I and
MCI Metro are providing services to business customers in Maryland. TCG is offering service on a trial
basis and is waiting Commission approval of their tariffs. AT&T has been grIIIled approval to operate as I

reseller of local exchanBe service. AT&T has not filed tariffs with the Commission. Several applications are
pending before the Conunission.

The Commission regulates non-facilities based local exchaDp companies no differently than facilities based
companies. However, there may be situations requiring facilities based caniers to be subject to repIatory
requirements that would not be applicable to rescUers.

2. 1Dten:oaDectiCIII aad Collie....: Order No. 72348 in Case No. 8584, Pbue D establilhed the rates aDd
tenns for interconnection. Co-caniers pay 0.5 cenulMOU for iDterconDection at Bell Atlantic MuylaDd,
Inc. 's ("BA-MD") tandems and 0.3 centslMOU for inIerc:onDedion at its end offices. BA-MD pays new
local service entrants the same 0.3 ceatslMOU rate for termiDation of calls on their netWorks (p. 32).
Order No. 70357 in Case No. 8533 allows the local acbIft&e compIIl)' the option of UIiDa physical or
virtual collocation, subject to Commission review upoIl CGIIIpIaiDt. BA-MD his tariffed virtual coIlocatioa
arrqements for intrastate services. No physical collocation II'I'IIIIIemenI have been tariffed.
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3(a)~ AcaE The process establilbed for BA-MD in Cue No. 8587 required BA-MD to
UDbuDdle elements for resale wilen untMmd1iDa is~ by a co-carrier, reseller, or intercoDnector, and
wherever it is reaonable IDd teebDicalIy feumle to do 10 witboUt CIUIiDg da:mqe to nenvork inteJrity·
UDbundlinI disputes are resolved tbrouP a collaborative open netWOrk architecture ("ONA") process under
Staff's supervision, with the Commission being available to resolve issues DOt settled through the
collaborative process.

3(b) PridDI or u..........~: In Order No. 71155, Cue No. 8584, the Commission approved
dialtone line unbundling on a conceptUal buis. In Order No. 72348, Cue No. 8554, Pbue n, the
Commission approved a metbodolOJY to set !'lIeS for JiDb IDd ports. The ratio between the prices for
unbundled links and pons would mirror the ratio between the direct COltS of those componeDtS. (pp. 38-39)

3(c) Rates, TenDI, aDdC~: Tariffs for SA-MD's UDbuDdIed loops and pons are presently being
reviewed by the Commission Staff.

4. Mutual Com...... (Redproeal C.-pll F r..): TIle~It termination races are $.005 for
tandem interconnection and $.003 for end ot&e termination (Order No. 72348, Cue No. 8584, Pbue n, p.
32). The Use of bill and keep as a compenution mechanism was rejected by the Commission (pp. 27-28).

5. Resale: It has been the Commission's pat policy to IIIIborize -.Ie of BA-MD's service at rates that
cover costs (Order No. 71155, Cue No. 8584, p. 34). By Order No. 72433, in Cue No. 8721, the
Conunission has instituted a proc:eedinl to CODIider whollla1e ntes for telec:ormJllnieations services.
BA-MD has presently filed tariffs with the Commission to allow unrestricted resale to co-carriers and
reseHers.

6. Number Portability: The Commission bu ordered BA-MD to provide remote call forwarding (ReF) as
an interim number ponability solution. In addition, a consortium IDIde up of iDdustry and Staff is eumiDin&
all of the issues associated with developing a permanent solution for number ponability. Cost recovery bu
not yet been decided.

7. Dialing Parity: BA-MD is required to provide intrastate dialing parity when allowed to provide
interLATA toll services. New entrants, if they choose, need DOt allow their customers to presubscribe to
IXCs for intraLATA toll calling until BA-MD is made to do so. (Order No. 72348, Case No. 8584, Pbue
II, p. 41). According to BA-MD officials, the Company is planning to implement dialing parity.

8. UDivenal Service: The Commission established a proceeding to consider universal telephone service
issues (Order No. 72348, Case No. 8584, Phase II, p. 75).

9. Geographic AveI'IIIiBI: Intrastate interexchanle service is generally averaged statewide. Some toll rate
structures provide different rates for various mileage bands.

BA-MD local exchanBe dialteme service is deaveraged in two rate zones. (Rate Group A excbIDps with
650,001 or more weighted main stations and Rate Group B with 650,000 stations or less). Rate Group B bas
higher dialtone line rates to reflect the higher cost difference. The rate groups are further deaveraged for
usage rates. Deaveraged usage rates reflect "value of service" differences.
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Mike Sheard

75

406 444 6189/fx7618[msbeardOmt.gov]

1. CertIftcatiGa Lquia....., etc. New &cUilies baed providers of local excbaDle service in Montana
are required to submit tariffs to the Montana PSC for approval prior to otferina service (this requirement
does not apply to telephone co-ops, which are not repllted by die PSC). By Montana statute, reseUers are
exempt from PSC rqulation. The Governor bas estabIiIbed a -Blue RIbbon Tak Force" on
telecommunications in Montana. One of their talks is to identify any cbInps in Montana statutes that may
need to be revised to comply with the Telecommunications Act of 1996. There are DO facilities-based or
resale providers currently offeri. local service in Montana. We expect some competition to develop in the
near future among adjacent LECs.

2 - 4. IDtwcoImedioD ... C......; UaIMmdIed .uc- ..........; RIIteI, TenDS, aDd CGlldldOllS;
Mutual CompllllatiGD. The Co1mniIsion bas not performed any deWled investiption of interconnection
issues in the past few years (other than traditioDal access charF iuu_). However. interconnection issues
have surfaced on a few occuions. These occasions were in the COIUXt of US West (USWC) tariff filiDIs to
implement interconnection arrangemems (both Type 1 and Type 2) applicable to Commercial Mobile Radio
Carriers (CMRCs).

The Commission is currently involved in several BAS dockets which will require
interconnections between two or more companies. The compIIIies are in the process of negotiating the
terms, conditions and pricina arrangements of these interconnections. The results of the negotiations are to
be submitted to the Commission in April.

5. Resale. There are no legal barriers to the resale of local exchange in Montana. however, there is no
resale activity in any local exchanges in Montana. The Montana PSC bas not addressed setting wholesale
rates for resale.

6. Nmnber Portability. Not addressed yet in Montana.

7. DialiDg Parity. In May of 1995, the Montana PSC opened a docket (No. 95.4.18) to examine 1+
intraLATA dialing parity in response to a petition submitted by AT&T. The PSC requested comments on
1+ as well as on a number of other related issues. The docket was suspended in light of the then pending
Federal legislation, and is still open, but inactive.

8. UDivenal Service. The Montana PSC has filed comments with the FCC in their investigations of
universal service, but has not opened a proceeding at the State level. Universal Service is one of the focuses
of the Governor's Blue Ribbon Task Force.

9. Geop'apbic Av........ <Jeoaraphic deaveraging is generally prohibited in Montana. 69-3-807 (5) of the
Montana Telecommunications Act (MTA) states in pan: " A provider of feIulated DIe:SSIIe
telecommunications service and related services shall avenae its service rates on its routes of similar
distance within the state unless otherwise authorized by the commission. "

GenenI lDformatioD. The Montana PSC has opened a generic docket to investipte local exchaDle
competition (Docket No. 096.2.16). includiDa all of the .... mentioned above. We are curreatly
exploring alternative ways to conduct this iDvestiplion in Ii'" of the new Federal Ieaillation. It is likely
that we will at leut develop rules or picleliDes tbIt iDcorporate basic principles (IS ideIIlified by the
Commission in its investigation, and as specified in the 96 Telcom Act).
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As an initial step in this investipsion, the PSC CODducted a roundtable discussion on Tuesday, March 5.
The apnda iDcluded a thofOUlb review of the 96 Telcom Act by Dr. Vivian Davis of NRRl. Then
incumbent LECs IDIde praeDIaIions on their paapectives followed by presentaDons from potentiallocaJ
excbanle service enttIDtS (cable providers, ATtlT, MO, etc.). Tbeeatire afternoon was spent discussing
specific issues such as intercoIInection (reule, number portability, unbundIiDg, etc.), BOC interLATA entry,
Universal Service, and rural issues. The Montana PSC bas requested written comments to be submitted by
4/5 on these issues as well.

Middpn*

Ronald Choura 517-334-6240/fx882-464OlchounOennis.swe.mi.us]

• See Volume V for the Text of Orders refereDced in this response.

MkWpn hbIic SIrriee COli F phD ....... to tile FCC Lilt of ...... for NARUC IDllllben to
adclnss nprdiDa local CCIID)Mdion policies ill tile ...

The responses were prepared by the CommunicatiODl Division of the Mic:bipn Public Service Commission.
Responses to several of the questions reference the new Micbipn telecorlupamications Act, P.A. 179, as
amended by P.A. 216 (pA 216). A copy of PA 216 is included in Volume V. The responses correspond to
the number of each question in the questionnaire. The questioDs are DOt repeated.

1. The certification, or licensing requirements fat newly enteriDg providers of facilities-based and resale
local eXchange service are as follows:

1. Must offer service to both residential and busiDeas customers
2. Certain consumer billing rules (Case U-I1043 pendiDg)
3. Certain quality of service standards (Case U-l1040 pending)
4. Certain privacy standards (Case U-11042 pendina)
5. Must tariff services

See Sec. 301(1) of PA 216 regarding the licensing of providers of basic local exchange services.

The following facility-based or resale providers have begun to offer competitive local service: Brooks Fiber
Conununications

Level of competition: de minimis

2. Rates for interconnection, until 1-1-97, will be at TSLRIC per Sec. 352(1) of PA 216. After thIt date,
the rates will be just and reasoDible. Locations at which COII1pIDies will be able to interconDeet is peadiDg
completion of a Conunission decision in Case No. U-I0860, a generic proceedina regarding local
interconnection.

Policy of physical or vinual colkation: For toll access, Sec. 310(4) of PA 216 requires that "A provider
of toll access services shall make availlble for intrasWe access services any technical iDtercoamection
arrangements, includiDI coloc:ation required by the federal JOWiIFFlWDt for the identical interstate service."
Section 356 of PA 216 requires virtual colOCltion be 11IIIde available for local interconnection. and allows
for interconnection on other tenus and conditions.
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3(1). Unbundling rules are pencliDa completion of 1 CommiIIion Order in Cue No. U-I086O. Any conuacts

need to· be offered without dilcrimiDatiOll to all customers wbic:h meet the requiremela of the COIIUICt aDd
the COIIU'ICt needs to tariff the IDIjor items involved. Rates for loops. IIIDIber portlbUity. termiDltion of
local traffic. 911 service. aDd accas to dllhbues were approved on February 23. 1995 (Cue No. U-I(647)
by the Conunission. Also see Sec.35S of PA 216.

3(b). The rates of all regulated services are required to be priced at IIOlIeIs thin the TSLRIC of providing
each service (Sec. 321 of PA 216). Prices may reflect volume aDd term diIcouDrs as loI:J& as prices cover
TSLRIC. The Commission issued an order in 1994 reprdiDa a metbodolOl)' for coDducting TSLRIC studies
(Case No. U-H>620). PA 216. Sec. 102(ff) also defiDes TSLRlC.

3(c). Rates for intercoDDection are hued on TSLRlC covenp. Article 3A of PA 2161ista the requirements
for local interconnection. One item of importaDee to DOte is tbIt PA 2161D1bs DO diatiDction between
charges for interconnection between incumbent LECs and uewly liamed or competitive LECs.

4. The rate for mutual oompenarion is $.015 per miIUe (oriIiJ*iDIlDd terminariDl) per Sec. 352(2) of
PA 216. Possible consideration of other rates for Ameriteeb are pndinl before the Commission in Case
No. U-I0860. Bill and keep is not applicable, IDd there is no rate distiDction between end office and tlDdem
tennination at this time.

5. Per Sec. 357 of PA 216. Reule of local cxchanp service is required. Sec. 357 specifies the terms for
detennining wholesale rates. Ameriteeh and GTE have reule tariff propoals filed with the Commission,
which have not been processed due to conflicts with Michipn law.

6. Per Sec. 358(2) of PA 216, number ponability is required by 1-1-99. In the interim. DID and Ref are
being offered, per Sec. 352(2). Ameriteeh has rate propoals pendiDI for DID aDd RCF before the
Commission in Case No. U-I0860. A proposal is also pending in that proceeding to establish a date earlier
than 1-1-99 for long tenn number ponability .

7. The Commission recently issued a show cause order, Cue No. U-ll0s0, which would require GTE to
provide intraLATA dialing parity immediately. in compIiaDce with SCIIe aDd Federal telecommunications
laws. Ameritech was required to provide dialing parity to 10~ of its customers on 1-1-96, and then to all
its customers when it is released from its interLATA restrictions. GTE was also UDder the 101> mandate
until the recent passage of the Federal law. See Sec. 312(a) aDd (b). Acceas to te1epboDe number, operator
service, directory assistance and directory listings were established as pan of the local intercoDDCCtion rules.
not dialing parity. See discussion in other areas of this document, aDd Article 3A of PA 216.

8. The Commission has not addressed the issue of universal service. Section 316 of PA 216 requires tbIl
local exchange companies offer cenain low income customers the availability of basic local excbanp service
at a rate below the regulated rate, i.e., a lifeline rate. Also, Sec. 202(c) directs the Commissioa to crate •
task force to study universal service, and repon on its fmdm,s to the legislature and governor by the end of
1996.

10. Section 312(a) of PA 216 states a provider of toU service may cbarp the same nte for the service on
its routes of similar distances. Local exchange service rates which vary due to deDsity have been filed by
Ameritech, but approval is still pending.
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New Jersey

~777-3314/fX3330

On December 8, 1995, the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities iDitiated an investiption and mlemaking
proceeding to determiDe whether or DOt to permit local exchaDp c:oqletition in New Jersey and, if so,
under what conditions such competition would be allowed. That pendiJII docket addresses many of the
issues raised in the survey questions.

New York

Penny Rubin
Terry Monroe

518-474-158S/fX~5710

518-416-2818/474-5616[monroeOermis.state.mi.us]

The Department staff is available to meet with the FCC to further clarify our approach.

1. Cet1iftcatiOll ReqMi •• ,r.......... or ...... to Ii'.JIa'y(~ 29).
Q. Please describe your c:ertiIiCIIion requiremenCI for uewly enceriD& providers of facilities-based and
resale local exchange service. W1Iat actions have been taken to remove barriers to emry? What, if any,
barriers remain? Have any facilities-baed or resale providers bepn to offer competitive local service? If
so, which carriers are providq what types of services? What is the level of competition?

A. Streamlined procedures are used to certify new applicaDts who wish to provide telecommunications
services. The applicants need submit only rudimentary information such as names and addresses of the
company and its principal officers, the services the company pi... to offer, a brief description of its planned
network configuration or architeCtUre (for facilities-hued local exchange carriers or LECs), its plans to
ensure provision of reliable access to emergency services (e.g., 911 or "0-") and to fulfill other common
carriage obligations. Applicants are usually cenified within 90-120 days. New Yorle has been promoting
local competition and does not have barriers to entry. We have adopted reasonable tenos and conditions in
the public interest.

Approximately 36 certificates (represenling 23 companies) have been issued to provide competitive
local exchange service in New Yorle. Of those 23 companies, 20 are facilities-based, and 3 are offering local
service on a resale basis. Of the 20 facilities-hued carriers, seven provide business-type services only,
including private line service, six provide service to both the business and residence markets, one provides
only operator services. Six facilities-based companies have been certified but have either not yet filed a
tariff, or have filed a tariff that bas yet to be approved. Of the three rescUers, one provides service to both
business and residence customers, and the other two have limited their offerings to business customers.

As of November 1995, New Yorle Telephone has opened 118 competing local exchange carrier
codes in 250 of its switches, has installed almost 8000 tandem and end office trunks, 1272 competing carrier
meet point trunks, 6486 paths to provide number ponability to competing carriers, and provided 4526 liDb
for use by new entrant customers. In addition, the company bas installed 25 collocation cages, over SOOO
switched access trunks, as well as E911l9ll, directory assistance and mass announcement trunks for
competing carriers. Most of this activity has been in the metropolitan New Yorlc City area. While similar
figures are not inunediately available for companies competing in Rochester Telephone's territory, we do
lcnow that competing local exchange companies serve approximately 18C1 of the Rochester market.
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z. ~ aad Calocatm. (s.:ttt. 251(8)(1), a (e)(6).
Q. What rules govern the rata, terms, CODditiODS, and poiDIs of intercoDnection betweeD incumbent
local exchange carriers and competitive providers? At what "ttdlnicaUy fellible" poiDts are incumbent local
exchange carriers required to provide interconoection? What are your policies on physical or vinual
collocation for intraswe services?

A. New York's comparably efficient interconoection ItaDdard requires that such interconnections be
"technically and economically comparable to actual physical collocation". This staDdard is applicable to new
entrants and incumbent LECs. Such interconnections have been requested of two local exchanle carriers
New York Telephone and Rochester TelepboDe. These carriers independently detennined that physical
collocation would be the best way to satisfy the standard aDd each offers physical collocation.

We have established an obligation to provide all "reuonable iDterconDections" to any carrier
requesting such interconnections. The "points" of imercollDlCtions may be negotiated u described in the
response to Q.4. See response to Q.3(c) ccmcerniJII intercoDDection rates. The Commission's collocation
and unbundling standards are incorporated in its rules.

3. UDbuDdIed AcaII(~ %51(c)(3), 252(d)(1».
Q. What rules (or studards for approviD& privately JIIIIOIiIted COIID'ICtS) govern the unbundliDg of
incumbent local exchange carriers' necwork elemems, such u locaIloopI, .witchiD&. transpon, oper8&or
services such as 411 and 911, and databases and sipalq? What re1lled rules facilitate competitive use of
such unbundled elements? Has the Commission detennined that Ill)' netWOrk elements are not required to be
offered on an unbundled buis? If so. which elements? Do you require access to any netWork elcmeats that
are proprietary? How would having access to such proprietary elements banD the incumbent? How would
not having such elements hanD the new entrant?

A. The NYPSC's policies related to unbundling of network elemems are determined by its Open NetWork
Architecture (DNA) rulings. The Commission's DNA policy envisions:
• A customer-directed, cost-based unbundling of essential netWork elements where the costs of the

unbundling would be borne by the customer.
• A swift regulatory process-the ONA Task Force-for dealing effectively and rapidly with unmet or

unrealized DNA requests.
In preparing an analysis of a customer's request, many factors are considered, chief of which are:
• availability-is the function available elsewhere, or is it a bottleneck function?
• practicality-can it be done?
• impact-what are the implications of the proposed unbundling for customers and the affected

carriers?
We have not developed specific standards for the review of privately negotiated agreements, but have
requested that such agreements be mutually acceptable and available on a non-discriminatory basis. The
Commission has since ruled that evidence that an agreement is both mutually acceptable and non
discriminatory would be that it is incorporated into a filed and approved tariff.

3(b) Pricing of UDbuDdIed AcceIS (Sed:ioBs 25l(c)(3) aDd %52(d)(1».1.5
Q. What rules or sWJdards govern the pricing of unbundled network elements (loops, switehiDl, traIIIpOn,
signalling, etc.)? In panicular. please describe (1) whether prices are required to reflect forward-lookiDJ
costs (cost of the element if purchased in the marketplace today) or historical (booked) costs; (2) whether
and to what degree prices reflect allocation of common costs. and how such COltS are identified; (3) wberber
prices must reflect costs associated with public policy prosrams, such as universal service or aeoIittpbic nte
averaging; (4) what deJree of pricing flexibility, if any, is extended to providen of unbundled network
elements; and (5) whether prices can reflect discount plans (such as volume and term plans).



80 STATE RESPONSES • MARCH 8, 1996

A. As previously swed, the Ccmniuion's ONA priDcip. aovem puerally the provision of
UDbundIed netWork elemlllS by inrnUDbeDt LEes. The CommiaIioIl fOUDd that it wu neither required nor
desirable to estIbliah a smale pricina ItaDdIrd or policy for the pricq of UDbuDdled network elemeDta. It
concluded that DO siDale priciDg strIIeIY could best serve Ibe differinI and sometimes conflidiDa goals
souPt in the priciDa of resuJated telecot'M'umiCldons servas and elemeats. Rather, it elected to maintain a
policy of tailoring the priciDa of each service or element to its particular circumstance, in pursuit of the goal
of optimizing the overall result of all pricing decisions.

Rates for unbundled elements retlect the flexibility iDbenaU in the Commission's staDdard. Elements
associated with existing retail services (sud! as liDb or .m.DCIled loops) were derived by reference to
embedded direct cost studies and include an allocation of COiidbOD COltS based upon relative invesanents.
These rates do not reflect incremental costs. Ra1es for other UIIbuDdIed elements, those not generally
associated with retail services (e.g., 911 trUDkiD&; SS7 access; or, iDterim rmmber ponability arrangements),
but which have been found neceuary to facilitate competitive ICceIS have been set at the additional,
incremental costs associated with their provision.

Rates for these services are not subject to the upward priciDa flexibility normally associated with
competitive retail offerings; however, volume and term diIc:ouDts are available for elements such as links.

3(c) Rates, Terms, .. C...... (Seed- Z51(c)(2)(d) .. 252(d)(I».
Q. Please describe any imerconnection rates or Wiffs you bave -.b1isbed. Also, please describe bow
these rates or tariffs were established and the l'Itemakini priDeipl. on which such rates or W'ifII are hued.
(See item 3(b) above). Please identify any terms and conditions that you have established with reprd to
interconnection.

A. NYT and RTC have established tariffs for pbysical iJ¥erconMc:tion tbat establish reuts for floor
space and other operational requirements (e.g., security, acceu, power, etc.); theIe tariffs require that the
cost of establishing these arraJ1Iement5 be borne by the inlel'COl'lDlCtor. The cost standard is incremental and
may, where appropriate, include offsets for contribution lOIS and the impacts of "straDded plant" NYT's
tariff has separate rates (so called, universal service elemenas) that provide for such contribution offsets
(from carriers that provide limited, non- "full service" COIrJpetitiOll); no evidence has been provide to date,
however, to suppon the need for rates to offset stranded plant effects. See also response to Q. 2, 3(a), and
3(b) above.

4. Mutual Com....... (Reciprocal Com.......) (SecdaaI 251(b)(5) 8Dd m(d)(2».
Q. Please describe the compensation arraDIements you have established for transpon aDd traffic
termination. Are there different imerlm and long-run rules? In what circumstances is bill-and-keep used? Do
different rates apply to end office termination and tandem termination?

A. The NYPSC recently adopted a framework for intercanier~ion in its CoqM:tition D
proceeding. It directed eligible LECs to provide incremental cost based, "meet point" tariffs for the
termination of local traffic between facilities based, full service local exc:hanIe carriers. LEes which are
facilities based, but choose not to provide services to residential and Lifeline customers, may also rile ...
point tariffs and charge other carriers (local and long diSWlce) access to their netWork. In addition, non-fcdl
service LECs must pay a comribution charge to full service LECs to terminate their traffic.

The Commission's order funher directs eliJible LECs to provide both rniDute-of-use IDd flat rate
options. The "flat rate" option includes a per month tariffed rate for die dedicated circuit between
competitive LEC tandems or eDd offices, plus a monthly charJe for the equipmeDt used to termiDIae the
facility.
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If appropriate iJUercoDnections are provided aad the .-wort ICCeIS~ are functioDlllly
equivalent, rates may be equal for traffic excbanpd It the ... poiDt. All LEes IDUIt establish mutWI1Iy
agreeable meet points for in&ercollDeCtion. In addition, incnmhent LECs must make available a common
interconnection meet point at their tandem switchiDg locatioIIs. A new eattant without a tandem that
provides access that is functionally equivalent to a taDdem will be ailowed to charge the incumbent's tandem
rates at the meet point.

Presently, the peak period interconnection r-. between NYNEX aDd other faciJities-based, full
service local excbanae providers are set at $0.0074 per min. (eDd-oftice iDtercoDDection) and $0.0098 per
minute (tandem intercoDnection). These rates decreaIe to $0.0029 (taDdIm) aad $0.0027 (end office) for
termination of off peak traffic. Monthly flat I'Ile cbarps raIJIe from S950 per DSI pon (end office
intercormection) to $1,710 per pon (tandem iJUercoDnection).

The current interconnection arraDIemeDtS in New Yart provide reciprocal compensation for all
transpon and switching fuDctiOlll performed on bebIlf of the biJlina COIIIpIDy. Similarly, parties to the
Rochester Open Market Plan ("Plan") neaotialed reciplocal, uniform, minute-of-use cbarps between
competitive carriers. The Plan established a reciprocal COIapeIIAlion arranpmeDt of 2.21 cents per minute
for transpon and switching functions associated with terminating local traffic.

s. Resale (Secti_ 251(1)>)(1) • (c)(4) .. 252(&1)(3)).
Q. Please describe the terms and CCJDditioIII on which resale of local exc:banae is required and/or
permitted. What are the differences between the rates for nail aad wholesale service? Also, pleue describe
the ratemaking principles on which such wholesale rates are bued (see item 3(b) above).

A. Resale is permitted in New York. In Rochester, wholesale rates are SS below correspoDdq retail
rates. In addition, for flat rate residential service, reseUers are dwpd on a per minute basis for UIIIe in
excess of 750 minutes per month per customer. The 5S discount was based on RTC's estimate of the costs
it was able to avoid by providing service at wholesale rather than retail.

The Commission recently instituted a 8eneric proceeding to examine issues related to resale of
telephone services and to determine appropriate cost-based rates for the provision of unbundled links and
pons. In addition, NYT has been directed to file resale tariffs on July I, 1996 to be effective October 1,
1996, with a temporary Wholesale/discount rate.

6. Number Portability (Section 251(1)>)(1) aDd 251(e)).
Q. Please state the Ions-term nmnber portability solution you have adopted and when you expect it to
be "technically feasible". Please state any interim measures you are Ulq. Have you addressed the iuued of
cost recovery regardins both interim measures and long-term solutions? If so, please describe the cost
recovery mechanisms you have developed.

A. We have adopced Location Routi.. Nwnber (LRN) as !be IODI term service provider number
ponability solution. We expect it to become available during the second or third quarter of 1997. e:urre.ty,
we are usin8 the following interim measures: call forwardiDa, remote call forwardin& aDd DID trunkinl.
cost recovery strate8ics of jprcrim measures have been decided; neither die COltS nor the recovery IU,,
for LRN have been del:ennined. There are two inlerim COlt recovery methods. Either the new LEe pays a
flat monthly rate per number forwarded (NYT's $4 business/52 residence proposal) or the increnlelUl
switchins and transpon cOlts for forwarcliD& calls are shared proportionally IIDODI the competma LEes in a
given market area (the Rochester method.)
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7. DiIlIiIII Parity (Sedaa 251(11)(3)).
Q. Please state bow you are dalq with the question of iDmstIte dialq pariey. Pleue dilc:uss any
meuures that have been implemenred or dilcuaed for providiDg telephoae exetump IDd toll service
providers with nondiscriminatory access to telephone mmber, operator services, directory assistance, IDd
directory listing.

A. Through a series of orders issued in 1993 and 1994, iDttaLATA toll presubscription is required in
New York. A 'Two-PIC' form of PlelUbIcripIion bas bleD iDltituted, which allows customer to select
different carriers for intraLATA .. iDterLATA calls. NYT, RTC aad Citizeas Telecommunications have
this capability as of March I, 1996. The remainder of tile iDCUIIIbent local companies will proVide
presubscription not later than August, 1997. All new elltilDb have been required to provide presubscription.

Competitive local excblDp carriers have equallCCelS to DUIIIberiDB resources (under centtal office
code assipment guidelines) aDd a number of NXX codes have alrudy been aaiped to them during the
past 18 months (see response to Q.l). Access to local telepboDe COIIIpIDy provided directory assistance,
operator services and directory listings are provided pursuant to filed switched access and local exchange
tariffs.

8. UDivenal Senice (SedtGa 254).
Q. What swe rules, either curready in pIKe or fortbcomiDc, refocus iDIrIsWe universal service
policies to redirect implicit subsidies towuda apIicit, competitively-neutral subsidies in reaction to
competitive entry in incumbent LEC markets? What other meuures have states taken to maintain universal
service goals as competition evolves?

A. The Cormnission will soon issue an order in its Competition D proceediDg. In addition to defining
basic service, the order is expected to address fundiDa and rate treatment to those carriers that provide
residential service at affordable rates. It also will address exit requiIeu..-s for carriers desiring to withdraw
basic service offerings in any service territory, to ensure that basic service is not interrupted.

Regarding the issue of subsidies, the order is expected to address explicit funding of targeted
socially beneficial programs, such as Lifeline, cmelJeDCY services, aDd telecommunications relay service
and explicit funding to maintain rate affordability and to allow incumbent LECs to recover revenue
requirement shonfalls due to competitive losses and other factors (e.g., access charge reductions). The
specific mechanisms will be developed in a further proceeding.

10. Geop-apbic Aver8IiDI (Secticla ZSf(a)).
Q. To what extent are providers or imrutale intel'eXdlln8e service aDd other services (such as local
exchange service) permitted or required to cba1Je different rates in different geographic areas? Do any such
rate differences reflect cost differences, or "value of service" differences?

A. lnterexchange carriers' rates for iDterLATA service within the State are gcognphically avcrapd.
For interLATA toll service, rates are filed on a LATA-wide rather than I1ateWide buis. Incumbent carriers'
local exchange rates are set on an exc:haDIe-by-cxcbanae buis and are bued 011 the size of the local calling
area. NYT's toll rates are set according to milcqe bands for tile upstate rqion. For the downstace area,
rates are set fonh in a matrix of regi~to-regioncalls. These rates are geoerally lower for doWllllate than
upswe for calls of equal distances because NYT faces greater competitive pressures in its downstate
markets.
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The following are responses to specific questioDs poeed by the Federal COIIIIDUIlic:ations Commission (FCC)
conceming the policies for local competition in Ohio. In Ohio. Cue No. 9S-945-TP-eOI, relative 10 the
esgblishment of local exc:baDp competition and other competitive issues, is pending. The Commission
issued the staff's recommendation for cornmenI on September 27, 1995. Initial aDd reply comments 10 the
staffs recommendation were filed on December 14, 1995, and January 12, 1996, respectively. In addition,
the Commission has called for addilional commeDIS pertaiDiDc 10 the effecI of the newly enacled
Telecorrununications Ad of 1996 on the staff's recommendation.

The Commission has also approved requests filed by Time Wamer CommuDications of Ohio, L.P. (Time
Warner), MCI Metro Access Tnnsmiuion Services. Inc. (MCI Metro), IDd MFS InteJenet of Ohio, Inc.
(MFS), for authority to provide switched local excbanF service in Ohio. In IfIl1tiDI those requests, the
Commission sWed that~ between the appliCIDIS IDd the incumbeDIlocal esdumge companies
should commence for the purpoee of developing· interconDIctions llremlCIItS. After months of unresolved
nesotiations between Time Warner and Ameritecb Ohio, for inIerconnec:tion. on March I, 1996, the
Commission, in a record prnc:eeding, set fonb specific diredion for the parties to follow in meir
negotiations and sent them back to the DeBotiaIions table on other various 1lDl'eSOlved issues.

The following response is put tOietber by the stiff of the Commiuion IDd reflects the staff's proposal
issued in September 1995, issues under considerations which were brought out in the commeDIS respondiDa
to staff's proposal, and the CommiJsion's direction liven in the Time Warner and Ameritecb DeJatiations. It
should be emphasized that this is a staff oriBiJWed document aDd that it does not represent the staff's final
recommendation in light of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 nor me Commission's final determinations
in the local competition docket in Ohio.

I. Certification~s aJId _oval of 8IIrrien to I.Dtry (Sectioa 253)
Questions: Please describe your certification requirements for newly entering providers of facilities- bued
and resale local exchange service. What actions have been taken to remove barriers to entry? What. if any,
barriers to entry remain? Have any facilities-based or resale providers begun to offer competitive local
service? If so, which carriers are providing what types of services? What is the level of competition?

A. Staff proposal as of September 1995
1. All entities, both facilities and non-facilities based entities seeking to provide basic local exchange
service would be required to rqister wim me Commission.
2. Entities must provide infomwion desiped to allow a determination of whether an applicant has the
financial, managerial, and technical abilities to warrant granting of a cenifiCile.
3. Illustrative tariffs would be filed with the application, and the actual tariffs would be filed after the
entity determines its interconnection arrqements, but prior to service implemenwion.
4. Cenified emities must comply wim me requirements such as: lifeline, communicatively impaired
discounts, blocking of 976 services, disconnection of local service nlles, 9-1-1 service, extended area
service rules, privacy and number disclosure requirements, and provisions involving customer-owned,
coin-operated telephones.

B. Commission Actions
1. As mentioned above, the Commission bas conditionally granted the requests of three _ities to
provide basic local eXcbange service in Ohio. These entities are: Time Warner. MFS, and MCI Metro.
Furthermore, mere are appliCilions pending from four other entities ICG Ac:c:ess, USN CommuniCilions.
Cablevision Lightpath, and AT&T.
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2. Barriers to entry have been removed for competitive te1ecomImmicatiODS service providers of
non-baaic services punuaDl to the Commission's order in Case No. 89- 563-TP-COI. Per that order the
entities may file for certification tbrouah a rqistrIrion that is aurCJlDllically approved thirty days after fiJiDl·
In addition, pure resellers or "switchless rebiJ1ers" of non-buic services are relieved from jurisdiction thirty
days after filing.

II. 1Dterc0lllledi0a 8Dd Coloaltioa~ 251(a)(I), (c:)(2), aDd (c:)(6)
Questions: What rules govern the rates, tenDS, conditioDs, IDd points of interconnection between incumbent
local exchanse carriers aDd competitive providers? At what "teebDical1y feasible" points are incumbent local
excban8e carriers required to provide interconnection? What are your policies on pbysical or vinuaJ
collocation for intrastate services? .

A. Staff Proposal as of September 1995
1. Staff proposed that points of iDrercoDIIeetio betweeD the iDcumbeDt LEe aDd the competitive
provider shall take place at the eIId office, at the taJMtem office, at an BIreed upon meet point, or at any
technically feasible point within the carrier's netWork.
2. Staff proposed that LECs aDd competitive providen, upon receipt of a bona fide request for
interconnection, shall negotiate in good faith for inIercoDDeetioD aDd tariff the IIreed upon basic
intercoJUlection rates (cross-coDDlCt elllIMDIS, caaal office floor spICe, ecc.). The remaining
intercoJUleCtion terms aDd conditions sbIll be detelJDiDed tbtouIb good faith negotiations. The next
intercoJUleCtor with substantially similar iDrercoDIIeetio requiremeDIs sbaIJ be permitted to avail i_If of an
existing interconnection aareemem or DIJOliate its own agreement. lDterconneetion rates shall be cost-baaed
and non-discriminatory.
3. The Commission in its FindiDa aDd Order in Case No. 92-1992-TP-eoI, mel pursuant to the FCC
order in CC Docket No. 91-141 the "Expanded Interconnection Order", adopted a negotiated collocation
policy rather than mandating either physical or virtual collocation. Therefore, staff proposed that the form
of collocation be subject to mutual agreement between carriers.

I1I(a) UnbllDdliDg Access (SectiOl1 251(c)(3), 252(d)(1»
Questions: What rules (or standards for approving privately neaotiated contracts) govern the unbundling of
incumbent local exchange carriers' network elements, such as local loops, switching, transport, operator
services, such as 411 and 9-1-1, and databases and signaling? What related rules facilitate competitive use of
such unbundled elements? Has the Commission detennined that any network elements are not required to be
offered on an unbundled basis? If so, wbich elements? do you require access to any network elements that
are proprietary? How would having access to such proprietary elements harm the incumbent? How would
not having such elements harm the new entrant?

A. Staff Proposal as of September 1995
1. Staff proposed that all facilities-hued carriers unbundle their netWorks upon a bona fide request.
2. UnbundliDi should proceed upon a bona fide request for any component or service which may be
reasonably disaggregued including, but not limited to, local access, trInIport, switching, signaling, 9-1-1,
database access. and operator services.

III(b) Pricing of Unblmdled AcaIs (SectiOIls 251(c:)(3) aDd 252(d)(1)
Questions: What rules or standards govern the pricinl of UDbuDdIed netWork elements (loops, &Witcbinl,
transport, signaling, etc.)? In particular, please describe (1) whetber prices are required to reflect
forward-looking costs (cost of the element if purcbued in the muteaplace today) or historical (booked) COlt;
(2) whether and to what de.ree prices reflect allocatioDs of COIIWDOii COltS, aDd bow such costs are
identified; (3) wbether prices must reflect costs usociated with public policy Pl'Olrams, such as universal
service or geograpbic rate averaging;
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(4) what degree of pricing flexibility, if any, is exteDded to providers of UDbuDdIed netWork elemenrs; and
(S) whether prices can reflect dilcount plans (such as volume and term plans).

A. Staff Proposal as of September 1995
1. Prices for unbundled netWOrk elemeDU must be cost-based, tariffed, IDd non- diIcrimiDatory. Prices
would be required to reflect forward-lootiDa COltS (i.e. 1011I- run men...' costs) wLRSIC".
2. Prices would be set such that the carrier would recover ill LRSIC for providina the unbuDdled
network component plus a reasonable coorribution to joint and common overhead costs. Staff proposed that
the following safeguards be used in the evaluation of the reuODabieDeIS of the contribution level above
LRSIC of any unbundJed netWork component:

a. If the bundJed rate is priced above its LRSIC, the CODttibution level for each of the
unbundled elements, used by its competitors to~ ap.inst the bundled service, shaJJ be CODSistent with
the contribution level in the buDdled rate.

b. If the buDdled rate is priced below ill LRSIC, the coqJetitor's cost to self- provision the
unbundled element shall be the ceiling for the price of the UDbuDdIed element.
3. Any explicit or implicit subsidy to the preservation of univenal service should DOt be recovered
through carrier-ta-carrier charaes (Le. inlercoDDectioD, UDbuDdIed netWork elements, IDd traDSpOtt IDd
termination of traffic cbarBes). Regarding popapbic rate averaaiDa, acurler may deaveraae its unbundled
loop costs to reflect its actual costs, has the burden to demoDstraIe cost differences that warrant such cost
deaveraging.
4. Pricing flexibility is not extended to the providers of UDbuDdIed netWOrk componeDlS. Staff
requested comments from parties about whether such prices can reflect discount plans (such as tenn and
volume discount), but did not have a specific proposal on this issue.

III(c) Rates, Terms, ud Coaeioas(~ 251(e)(%)(d) ... 252(d)(1))
Questions: Please describe any inlerconDeClion rates or tariffs you have established. Also, please describe
how these rates or tariffs were establishecllDd the ratemak.inB principles on which such rates or tariffs are
based. (See item 3(b) above). Please identify any terms and condition that you have established with regard
to interconnection.
A. Staff Proposal as of September 1995
1. The reciprocal interconnection requirements are applicable to both incumbent Lees and competitive
providers upon receipt of a bona fide request for interconnection. Incumbent LECs which have
interconnection tariffs shall use those tariffs in providing interconnection to other carriers requesting the
same type of interconnection (e.g. vinual, physical, optical).
B. Current Tariffs
1. The interconnection tariffs currently in effect in Ohio are the expanded imerconnection (virtual
collocation) tariffs for the Tier 1 LECs. These tariffs are established by mirroring the Tier 1 LEC's FCC
tariffs.

IV. Mutual COllI..... (Redpncal C........)~ 251(b)(5) aDd 252(d)(2)
Questions: Please describe the compensation 8I'I'IIIIements you have established for transpott and b'I1fic
tennination. Are there different interim and lOllI-ron rules? In what circumstances is bill-and- keep used?
Do different rates apply to end offICe terminalion and tandem tennination?
A. Staff Proposal as of Sepcember 1995
1. The long-tmn compensation for transpott and traffic termination shall be reciprocal,
non-discriminatory, tariffed, and cost-based.
2. For compensation for local traffic termination, staff proposed that an Derim period (Pbue A) be
established for one year duriDa which the bill-and-keep IDItbocl would be utilized. That ODe yeIJ' would
begin from the date the Commiuion issues its rules or the dale the fint intel'COllDedion in the state becalMs
operational (exchange of phone calls) whichever comes later.
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3. Upon expiration of the interim period, dependinl on wblm the Commiulon establishes the swe
universal service fund, staff proposed two phases. In PMIe B, duriDa wbicb the incumbent LECs would use
their intrastate switebed access rates (exclusive of CCLC IDd RIC) for local traffic termination, the
competitor providen would eidler choose to develop COIl-baed compenution rates or adopt compeusation
rates hued on the weiptecl avenae of termiDltiDa access rates of all LEes on whose netWork the
competitor terminltes its traffic. DuriDI that phase, reciprocal compeasation would be applied to traftic
exchanpd between inaImbent LECs in BAS exchanles where there is a c:oqJetitive provider certified in at
leut one of the respective exchaDps. In Phase C, where both incumbent LECs and competitive providers
could implement reciprocal COIt-bued traffic termiDation rates. This pbue would commence upon the
expiration of the interim period of bill-and-keep, depending on the implementation of the swe universal
service fund (Le., Phase B may not be iq)I.emented).
4. In the staff proposed bill-lDd-keep iDIerim period, DO monetary compeusation would be exchanpd
regardless of end office termiDation or tandem termiDation. However, in Phase B and ultimalely Phase C,
the staff proposed that toq]_ation rates would be different in end office termination and tandem
tennination in order reflect cost differences.

B. Commission Action
1. Based on the Commission directions lIIIIblilbecl OIl MII'Ch I, 1996, in the interim iDtercoDDeCtion
arrangement between Time Warner and Ameritech. bill-and-teep wUl be the compeusation method for local
traffic tennination between these two carriers UDtil the end of December 1997.

V. Number Portability (Sec:tioD 25l(b)(2) ad 251(e»

Questions: Pleue state the 10000-tenn nwnber portability solution you have Idopted and wheD you expect it
to be "technically feuible". Please swe any interim measures you are usiDg. Have you addressed the issue
of cost recovery regarding both interim measures and long-tenn solutions? If so, please describe the cost
recovery mechanisms you have developed.

A. Staff Proposal as of September 1995
1. Incumbent LECs and the competitive providers must provide true service provider number
portability to other carriers upon receipt of a bona fide request for interconDection by a certified local
exchange provider. Until the true service provider munber portability is implemented interim m.unber
portability using Remote Call Forwarding (ReF) or Direct Inward Dialins (DID) shall be provided. Carriers
shall have 12 months from the fint bona fide request for interconnection to provide the true service provider
number ponability to all interconneains carriers.
2. Staff did not propose a specific cost recovery method for interim number portability. With respect to
the number portability, the Public Utilities Cormnission of Ohio supported the use of a Federal/State Joint
Board to resolve the issue of cost allocation in comments submitted in CC Docket 195-116.
B. Commission Action
1. Based on the Commiuion directions established on March I, 1996, in the interim iMerconnectioft
arrangement between Time Warner aDd AmeriIech, interim number portability between these carriers wUl
be provided via Remote Call Forwarding (ReF) until Local Routilll Number (LRN) becomes availlble IS a
long tenn solution. The montlUy RCF rate for residence (includini 4 call paths) will be $1.00 with a $0.37
charge for each additional call path. The monthly RCF rate for busiDels (includiDg 10 call paIbI) will be
$3.25 with a $0.25 charge for each additional call path. Non-recurriDI rates will,11Ot be cbarpd for Ref as
interim number portability in this lI'I'm8emeDt. This arranlemem is to continue Unlil a 10Jll tenn true
number portability solution is implemented.
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VI. ... (SeedOllS 251(1)>)(1) IIIId (c)(4), ... 252(cI)(3))
Questions: Please describe the terms aDd conditioDs on wbich resale of local exctwnp is required and/or
permitted. What are the differences between the rates for rIIIiJ aDd wholesale service? Also, please describe
the ratemaking principles on which such wholesale rates are based (see item 3(b) above).

A. Scaff Proposal as of Sepcember 1995 - Staff proposed that there would be a two tariff system with a
end user wiff and a registered carrier tariff.
1. End User Tariff

a. The end user tariff would be the "retail priciDa" tariff available to all end users and
nonregistered local service providers or resellers (such as Ihued teDIIIt service providers).

b. Volume and/or tenn discounts would be available to end users.
2. Registered Carrier Tariff

a. The registered carrier tariff would be two-tiered.
b. A registered carrier would have to purc:bae DItWOI'k services, components, and

functionalities (bundled or UDbUlldled) from any LEe or flcilitiel-blled Dew eDtrIDt carrier's tariff.
c. A nonfacilities-bued registered carrier local service provider would have to purchase

network services, components, aDd functioDalities (buDdled or UDbundIed) from any certified local service
provider's carrier wiff at a wholesale rate.

d. Services available to registered facilities-bued carriers would have to be priced at lOllI-run
service incremental cost plus a reasonable contribution toward recovery of the COIIIpIDy's joint aDd common
overhead costs.

e. Services available to registered nonfacilities-bued carriers would be Jet at wholesale rates.
The wholesale rates would be set on the basis of LRSIC COlt IDd would iDc1ude appropriate wholesale cost
elements.

f. A proxy rate would reflect a discount representina estimated retail-function avoided costs as
a percentage of total operating costs reponed annually on Fonn M to the FCC.

3. Tenns and Conditions
a. Subject to Commission approval, carriers may place reasonable restrictions on the resale of
residential services to business customers.

b. Volume discounts offered on any netWork service, component, aDd functionality may not result in
prices lower than the carriers rate for the same network service.

B. Additional Proposals Which Are Under Consideration for the Registered Carrier Tariff

1. The first tier of the wiff would include unbundled features, components, and functionalities.
2. The second tier of the tariff would include bundled service pac:bles.
3. The unbundled and bundled fealUres, components aDd, fUDctionalities contained in the tariff would
be available to any registered carrier (either facilities-bued or nonfacilities-bucd).
4. The first tier prices (unbundled service) would be set at the lOllI-run incremental COlt, plus
reasonable contribution toward recovery of the carrier's joint IDd common overhead costs.
S. The tier-two prices (bundled service) would be set at lOllI-run incremeDtal COlt, plus a I'eIIOIIable
contribution toward recovery of the carrier's joint aDd common overhead costs. The costs would not include
any retail cost components, but may include wholesale cost components.
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VB. DiIIIiDc ParIty (SedDa 251(b)(3»

Questjous: Please state how you are daliDa with the quelbOD of iDttutate dialiDa parity. Please discuss any
measures that have been~ or discuued for providiDI telcpbone exchaDae and toll service
providers with DODdiscriminato access to te1ephoDe number, operaIor service. directory assistance. and
directory listings.

A. Staff Propou1 as of September 1995
1. Staff's proposal is stateWide dialina parity. New eattIIIU would be required to implement
intraLATA dialina parity upon conl.1IIIlCeIIIIDt of service IIId LECs would have twelve mondls from the
date of the Commission's order in Cue No. 9S-945-TP-C01 to imp1emellt iDtraLATA dialq parity.
2. Staff has proposed tbat local service providen~ numbers IUd directory liItiD& information at
cost. New entrants and LECs would continue to be required to _ miDiJIum telephone service standards
regardina directory usiltaDce aDd directory provisiollial. New ..... aDd LEes may self provide
directories and directory assistaDCe or they may obtain dinctory proviIioDiDa aDd directory assistance
services from other new eDttaDIS, LECs, or third party providen via COIIttICIS or tariffs.
B. Cmmnission Action - The Cnmmiu,OIl bu orcIenld iDa'ILATA dialiDI parity in two large LEC
serving territories (Western Reserve Telephone Company and CincinDlti Bell Telephone Company) as a
condition of those LECs alternative rqulation pilUS.

VIII. UDivenai Serrice (SeaiaD 25')
Question: What state rules, eitMr currently in place or fortbcoJ:ni... refocus iDtrutate universal service
policies to redirect implicit sublidies towards explicit, COJilll*itively-neutral subsidies in reaction to
competitive entry in incumbent LEC markets? What other masure5 have states taken to maintain universal
service goals as competition evolves?
A. Staff Proposal as of September 1995

1. High Cost Funding (HCF) Assistance
a. Staff recommended a benchmark proxy method with a sqle state-wide average

benchmark proxy rate likely to be developed on the basis of LEC wire centers.
b. All providers of imraswe telecomJmmicatioDs services must contribute to an

intrastate universal service fund in a manner determiDed by the Commission. Carriers would be eligible for
suppon from the fund for an amount equal to the difference between the beDclunark proxy and the actual
rates charged to end users.

c. Implemcnwion may coincide with federal universal service fund.
2. Low Income (Lifeline) Assistance

a. The current programs which are in place would be continued. namely Service
Connection Assistance and Telecommunications Service Assistance.

b. The universal service fund high cost program would not alter or change Ohio's low
income or lifeline programs.

IX. Geop-aphic Av..... (SediMa 254(a»)
Question: To what extent are the providers of intrastate interex.change service and other services (such IS

local exchange service) permitted or requires to charge different rates in different geographic areas? Do any
such rate differences reflect cost differences, or "value of service" differences?

A. Staff Proposal as of September 1995
1. For end user tariffs, new entrants would be afforded the oppommity to price services at
market-based deaveraged rates, by customer type and clus.
2. A LEC or facilities-based new entI'd would have the option of detenninin& its Tier 1 and Tier 2
pricing, based on the required costing methods.


